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Introduction
and Interpreting 3 and six in Sinology or East Asian Studies; while the other informants came from a range of university backgrounds (Medicine, Law or Politics, among others). Eight of them had received informal training in Intercultural Mediation and only three informants had received specific PSI training in ad hoc short courses (from 12 to 20 hours).
The informants' experience as public service interpreters or intercultural mediators was also varied: five of them had been working in this field for less than one year, while four of them had been interpreters or mediators for five to ten years. In terms of working profile, seven worked full-time, five had part-time contracts and eight were freelance, working occasionally.
Summing up, the sample of interpreters interviewed is heterogeneous both in terms of education and working experiencie. Furthermore, none of them had received formal training in PSI, a fact that must be considered when approching the information provided in their interviews.
Problems and strategies
This section focuses on the problems recalled by the interpreters who participated in our interviews and on the kinds of strategies they relied on to overcome them. These problems have been classified into two categories: word-level and discourse-level. Word-level problems refer to the microtextual units that make up participants' interventions in an interpreter-mediated interaction, while problems concerning discourse generally emerge when the way the information is presented differs between the provider and the user. Apart from these, some general linguistic problems are also mentioned in the interviews. They mainly refer to lack of knowledge of specific linguistic varieties used by Chinese users. It must be noted that Chinese linguistic varieties (geolects and dialects) are often mutually unintelligible, therefore if the user and the interpreter cannot share a lingua franca (for instance, Standard Chinese), effective communication may be impossible. However, this kind of problem is scarce in our corpus of interviews.
Word-level
Not understanding certain words or terms is one of the most frequent problems among the informants of the sample. Nonetheless, it must be noted that six informants state they did not experience any problems with words or terminology. Familiarity with the topic and experience in the field where they work are two of the arguments that support their claim. For instance, informant 19, 4 who studies Law and works as a court interpreter, feels confident with the terminology used in this field. Informant 9 agrees on the fact that experience and familiarity reduce semantic problems, even though he also admits always taking a dictionary to feel more confident, but he 'seldom uses it'.
Despite these examples, thirteen informants admit to have problems with terminology.
For instance, informant 12 once left a telephone interpreting assignment unfinished because he felt he lacked preparation and the necessary terminology: In this specific case, perhaps the fact that it was a telephone interpretation made the interpreter feel under more pressure. In other examples, face-to-face interpreting helps informants find different strategies to solve semantic problems. Eight informants explain they ask for the meaning of the unknown word to providers or users. Interpreters then normally describe the term according to the explanation provided, omitting the term in the rendition. As may be noted, informant 11 actively modifies the message to adapt it to what she expects users will understand better. Informant 13 admits a similar stance and justifies not transmitting the terminology in Chinese because users would not understand it, 'because they have not received higher education'. As for informant 18, a court interpreter, he omits the most ritualised parts of the discourse (for instance, when lawyers use Latin expressions), because he feels they are not relevant to the interaction. These three examples clearly reflect how interpreters intervene in the transmission of messages and, moreover, how they justify these shifts as the best option. Despite responding to problems which are semantic in naturerelated to the meaning of specific words-, this kind of solution also affects the pragmatic content of the rendition, as it changes the style from specialised to more general.
On the contrary, three informants use the bilingual dictionary when they do not understand a specialised term and try to translate it with the Chinese equivalent, even though they sometimes also ask the provider. According to informant 9, if users can understand the equivalent suggested by the dictionary, he does not ask the provider for any additional information.
Apart from dictionaries, another resource mentioned by informants is Internet. More specifically, two healthcare interpreters explain that Internet is easily accessed at the hospital and they use it to check terminology. Informant 1 mainly searches Google, but she also uses a specific program to support multilingual communication in healthcare encounters. 6 Informant 13 uses Internet to solve semantic problems and she mentions Chinese-Spanish translation forums, as well as Wikipedia. However, she searches words and terms once the interpreted session has ended, when she gets home. She thinks this is a way to improve, as these are 'things she must know'.
Finally, some cultural references also pose problems which can be located at the wordlevel, as the interpreting difficulty consists of the non-existence of an equivalent in the target language (cultural translation problems according to Nord's classification). In the corpus of interviews, a common example is 'county council' (consell comarcal), which in Catalan refers to an administrative unit that gathers the different city councils in a county. This administrative category does not have a direct equivalent in Chinese and results in interpreters finding different ways to transmit this idea. Some interpreters worked in the interpreting service of a county council, which is why they coincide on talking about this specific example. Three informants (INF12, INF13, INF14) introduce themselves as interpreters at the city council, changing the referent but using a similar reality. Informant 12 explains that talking about a 'county council' would be difficult for the users to understand, which is the reason why she uses an easier referent (city council). To avoid referring to county councils, informant 15 introduces herself as the 'interpreter from education services', and informant 16 as a 'social services worker'; both descriptions used in an attempt to provide an easier referent.
However, when talking about places where users will need to go, eight informants stress that it is important that users recognise and know how to pronounce these referents in the source language (Catalan or Spanish). Therefore interpreters resort to amplifications: they mention the original term and add a description or an equivalent in Chinese. Informant 11 even notes these names down on a paper to help users learn basic words, while informant 1 adapts the 'extra' information to what she thinks the users may need -for instance, she adds information about buses or how to find specific places. Despite being more informative, this role is also more paternalistic, as she assumes users will not understand the information provided otherwise.
Discourse level
Problems at the discourse level may be motivated by differences in the register or by the divergences between discursive patterns in each language. This kind of problem are more difficult to detect from the interpreter's point of view, because they do not involve difficulties in understanding a message or in the translation of specific items, but in the way implicit content is transmitted.
Informant 3, for instance, talks about knowing how to express certain pieces of information. She recalls the following situation:
